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Structure

1. National factors
• Economic

• Transport

2. Local factors
• Dynamics
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3. What about the future? 
• Options

• Issues for debate



1. National economic & fiscal context

• Unbalanced national economy
– Over-dependence on financial services

– Very high levels of personal and public debt

– Government committed spending reduction

• Transport spending heavily hit
– £683m/£6bn cut 2010/11 (£309m local)

– >25% cuts in Spending Review (2011-15)



Tests for all government expenditure

1. Is it essential to Government priorities?
2. Does Government need to fund it?
3. Does it provide economic value?
4. Can it be targeted on those in need?
5. How can it be provided more cheaply?
6. How can it be provided more effectively?
7. Can it be done by non-state providers?
8. Can non-state providers be paid by results?
9. Can it be done by local bodies rather than central 

government?



National transport challenges 

• Is increasing transport demand sustainable?
– Car dependency increasing
– Impact of transport on climate change

– Peak oil: exploitation, price and supply risks

• Is transport spending value for money?
– How do transport improvements deliver economic 

value?
– How much value?



Transport demand growth

Surface motorised transport, GB, 1952-2006
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Motorised passenger surface travel, GB
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Source: A Wenban-Smith, Climate Change Committee Workshop (2009)

Components of transport demand

Longer trips 
account for 

~70% of travel 
increase

Diffuse trip pattern 
means more car-
dependence …

… and lower public 
transport share



Sustainability: climate change

Prof Julia King (VC Aston, Author King Report, Boul ton & Watt Lecture Sept 2009)



Importance of spatial policy

• Car contributions to CO2 (+36 mt pa 1972-2006):
– 12% fuel efficiency gain: - 8 mt
– 10% occupancy decrease: +7 mt
– 8% increase in population: +3 mt
– 12% increase in trips/head: +4 mt
– 48% increase in trip lengths: +16 mt
– 109% more car travel (at 70% of public 

transport fuel efficiency per person-km):     +11 mt
Source: A Wenban-Smith, Climate Change Committee Workshop (2009)

• Increased car use and longer trips are causally 
interdependent and land-use related



Sustainability: peak oil 

www.odac-info.org

Source: David Strahan 
Oil Depletion Analysis Centre



Are electric vehicles the answer?

Target CO 2/km

It all depends on how you 
generate the electricity!



Climate change and hydro



What is value for money?



Time savings vs economic benefits

Year 1 Time ��� � Year 60

Benefits

£

Benefits of 
Complementary actions

Direct transport benefits
(eg value of time-savings)

Wider Economic Benefits

Indirect transport benefits
(eg wider locational 
choices in a perfect 

market)

“… in general, the value of direct transport benefits 
must decline if indirect economic benefits are to 
grow” (SACTRA 1999, para 23)

Regeneration benefits



Value for money? – an example

Bexhill-Hastings Link Road
• Conventional appraisal:

– NPV of cost:  £72m
– NPV of time savings: £192m
– NPV of CO2 vs present: -£6m
Benefit to cost  2.4:1 - excellent value!

• An alternative view:
– NPV of cost:  £72m 
– NPV of additional 2000 jobs: ~£20m
– NPV of CO2  vs target 80% reduction: -£38m
Benefit to cost -0.25:1 - very poor value!



2. Localfactors and issues

• Regional economic weaknesses
– Relative lack of growth sectors

– Innovation needed, but starved of capital

• Regional economic and spatial planning
– LA capacity replaced by region since 1997

– Regional capabilities now being dismantled
– Another hiatus?



Evolution of transport policy

1980-97 LAs thrown onto own resources:
– Birmingham economic strategy (1985)
– WM Integrated Transport Studies (1989-92)
– WM Transport Package (1993, 4, 5)
– WM Planning and Transport Strategies (1987-95)

1997-2010 central intervention:
– Regional Development Agencies Act (1997)
– Integrated Transport White Paper (1998)
– Ten Year Transport Plan (2000); MMSs (2000-5)
– Local Transport Plans (2001-5; 2006-10)
– Regional Transport Strategies (1999-?)
– Regional Spatial Strategies (2006-?)
– Regional Funding Allocations (2006/7-?)



B’ham economic strategy (1985)

Growth depends on ‘lead sectors’ that export 
beyond local labour market. So:

1. Revitaliseselected manufacturing industries which can 
recapture their competitiveness

2. Diversifyinto high tech manufacturing and services with 
export markets

3. Capitaliseon lead sectors to provide new jobs in support 
sectors

4. Mobiliseskills to support growth and self-help



Integrated Transport Studies (1989) 
and WM Package (1993)

Key points:

• Serve city development (rather than 
solve transport problems)

• More rail (less roads) – from 25:75 to 
50:50

• Main roads to link localities to city 
centre and to national networks (rather 
than speeding end-to-end traffic)  

• Balance fares and costs of road use



Pedestrianising City Centre; 
downgrading Inner Ring Road (1990 on)



City centre renewal 1985-95



Back to roads? Inner Ring revival (2003)



Back to roads: Red Routes (2006)



3. What about the future?

Michael Parkinson’s summary of Birmingham:

• Brilliant first act

• Need to move from restructuring to renaissance 

• Set realistic future challenges

• Other cities have upped their game – need to catch up

• City needs a second act

(Presentation to Lunar Society, October 2007) 



Regional imbalance is increasing

Regional
economic 
performance

Best
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Worst

1991 Change 1991-2008



UK cities trail their continental peers 
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Still lack exporting sectors

Birmingham

Source: Centre for Cities (2009)



What other transport options are there?

• Reducing transport demand growth by non-transport 
means:
– Urban regeneration to reduce commuting
– More local sourcing to shorten supply chains
– Better use of IT to replace travel

• Making Birmingham a ‘demonstration city’ for transport 
technologies and policies
– Hydrogen storage, fuel cells, magnets, electric vehicles & 

infrastructure
– Better links to local manufacturing
– What about High Speed Rail?
– What about light and ultra-light rail?
– Local funding (eg road pricing, rate supplement, etc)



Some issues for debate

1. How do we tackle climate change and peak oil?
– Agglomeration vs dispersion: can we foster less transport-

hungry locational choices? 
– Can we introduce low carbon transport fast enough?
– Do we rely on technical fixes or changed behaviour?

2. Could we manage with less central money?
– Are we ignoring small-scale, low cost actions?
– Can we raise more money locally?

3. Can we get our act together better? 
– Between land-use and transport planners
– Between LAs and other other public agencies
– Between public and private sectors

4. What local projects should have priority?


